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ABSTRACT
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check list for the 4-year—olds are appended). (AA)
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ABSTRACT
A Study of Half Day vs. All Day Fre-kKindergarten Readiness
by
Gay Wheeler

This study was done in —=2sponse to several years of
differing opinion as to whether the half day or the all day
kindergarten readiness program has been the most beneficial
in preparing students for kindergarten. Forty—-five pre-
kindergarten teachers were given a guestionnaire/opinionnaire
and there was a one hundred percent return.

There has bzen very little research done and only & few
articles written on this subject, so there was little
information with which to compare the results.

The findings were a little surprising in that the half
day pre~kindergarten program seems to have more support from
both the half day and all day teachers. Two of the Chi-
Sﬁuare findings had a significance of 0.00, and these were
findings regarding length of day and learning better and
social skills, and both tables presented data in favor of
the half day pragram. 0One other Chi-Square table had a‘
significance of 0.08, and this weas based on the marital
status of the teachers with single teachers being much more
in favor of the all day program. The Chi-Square information
has shown a much more positive response for the half day pre-
kindergarten program. This information causes a questionable
response to the null hypothesis., as there does seem %o be a

significant difference in favor of the half day program.
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CHAFTER 1
INTRODUCTION

General Introduction

Educatore have disagreed for several years as to the
proper tools with which to accomplish pre-kindergarten
readiness in the most successful manner, as Sharcn kKagan
points out in her article for Fappan (November, 1994).1

nere has been some debate as ho whether pre-kindergarten

students become better prepared Ffor school by doing to pre-

bindergarten classss all day o by going for only half of a
day. Judy David alludes to this matter in her article For

Earlyv Childhood Today regarding readiness and routines.t

There appears to be little resssrch done regerding the all
day vs. the half day classes, however, but thers have heen
some articles written and some studies done regerding
improving assessment tools. As brought gut im an article For

Educational Leadership by Thomas Hoerr, the Fey School in

Indianapolis belisves that accomplishments in pre-
Lindergarten readiness should be based on and measured by
tools other than linguistic measurement. This may bhe
affected by the length of time the child attends school
daily. As pointed out in the same articles, many gducalors
believe that this outloock is the blueprint for the future and
for ensuring the success of studentz in school and in life. >
Tn writing For Teacher magazine, Psychologist Robert
Sternberg also thinks that there is more than one way ho be

zmart. He beliesves this can help teachers and students.
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Robert Sternberg also believes that success is the major goal
of education, and that accomplishing and assessing success in
the most efficient and effective way should be of primary
importance to everyone involved in education. Fre-
Lindergarten readiness is the first step in the sducational

journey and the Foundation on which success is built.?

Statememnt of the Froblem

The preklen s bhat students cone into the schoolsz

with divergent bhackgrounds and many lach readiness shill

ui
s

The purp-ze of thiz study 1s to determine which type

of pre-kindergarten readiness program is most etfective in

accomplishing the studernt--razadin

Significance

The signifticance of thiz sztudy involves the strategic

-

question of successful pre-kindergarten readiness.
student’s entire career of educational success may depend on

successful preparation %o enter the school system.

Definition of Termg

1. Theory of multiple inteliigences. The theory which

strasses an unknown rumber of separate capacities {for
learning ranging from musical intelligence to the
intelligences of understanding oneself and including

creative and practical intelligences.
O
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Null Hypothesis

There is no significant difference in the pre-
kindergarten readiness skills of all day vs. half day

students.

Limitatione and Delimitations

This study iz limited to the Interfaith Child
Davelopment Center in & large, effFluent subarb of

Howstorn.  Th iz dslimiced to the pre-kbindergacten class

For Four year oldue sttending &1 dey classes and hall day

b =13

classss during the 1994-%9 school vear.

Assumptions

o Students ain this stwdy are representative of future

students who enter bthe public school system having attended

¥ <

pra-kindergarten rosdinoes

~

2. The teachers in this stuwdy zre representacive of

those teachers who tmach both half day and all day pre-

Eindergsrien readiness classes.

BEST COPY AVAILABLE
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CHAFTER 2

REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE AND RESEARCH

Diane Trister Dodge and Laura Colker pointed out in the

third edition of The Creative Curricuwlum that teaching young

children is & creative process, which nesds a guide and not a
prescribed course. They also poirnted out that dwing these
vaars, ohiildren learn bhwree of the aight

emational growth. These

ntages 1nclude trusling oubtseide tha
Family, gaining tolf-confidencs srd indepondsnos . and
learning to assert themselves io acceptable ways. Thaey

acknowledged that their theories have been rooted in the

philosophy of Erik Erikson and in the Lheoriss of Jean

Fiaget., Thay boelisve that children learn by doing, which
will allow them to develop concrets and literal thinking,
learn From She enviconmant, develop language skills, lzarn o

classify, and develop abstract thinbing skills.O

Burton White expressed similar opinions in The First

Three Years of Life. In this book about early childhood
development also enphasized the development of empathetic
skillg, following directions, and dual focusing in addition
to the other ones mentioned.é& The emphasis sesmed to be more
of consistency im nurturing and support, ratner tham in a
particular time frame.

Fay Timme, Hoarly Childhood Specialict +or Conroe
T.%.0D. spoke to this izsue recently, and she emphasized the
impartance of locking at all areas of a child's developmert,

ot just the cognitive, but alaosfhe social, emotional,
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aesthetic, physical, and communicative needs. lay Timme
also pointed out that a2very child is special and different,
and this may mean providing a more individualized pre-
kindergarten program for each student.?

Sharon Fagan pointed out in her article for a recent
iesus of Happan that, az the interest increases in &arly
childhood educatiorn, bShe challengoes increase also, 5 well

as Lhe solutions to the many problems that need to be

She moiwntod ocut that Arnold Samerofd and Susan
McDonowgh bassd theic reseacch on the theories of
developmentally appropriste practices, while Sharon and
Craig Ramsey emphasiced the importance of the transition

proceuss. She further cuggested that, while Lilian Fato

o s e

changs in the adninistreative structuwrs for sarly

childhned sducation and Lorvis Shephard challaeng the

pUF posss F

g

¢oassessnent of young ochildren, she has come

to realize the importance of creating schoole and communities
which are ready for the challenge. Ferhaps, she surmised,
the key may be in the cammunity of co-operation between the
teacher, the parents, and the community.8 Sheron Kagan also
pointed out in yvet amother article entitled, "Readying
Schools For Young Children", that the reform efforts need to
be confronted and that action priorities must be dealt with
M@ad-an.? Inm writing an article for Eappan also, entitleud.
"Findergarten Today", Ellen Booth Church suggestasd that

thiz time in & child™s life requires transition skills and

i0
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the ability to look to the future and make plans. More
pressures are obvious in the bigger school with the bigger
kidg and the readiness skills to cope with & positive self-
concept is essential. 1o

In his hook, Gantle Madin znd Lovipg Sun, Dr. Som id

Drown also stressed that all of the wmost modern technnlogical

if
)

devicess have not hslped ohildren learn better o faster,
and ha Ffurther demonstrated bhab oducation haz ot st ths
chiallenges and frustrations facing young children. e

recommended that classrooms in sarly childhood sducation

amphasize time spent with sach child, avenwes for positive
success, and the opportunitiecs o ke part of the decision-

mal:ing process. 1l




CHAFTER 3
METHODS AND FROCEDURES

This study was conducted as a result of six years of
teaching pre-kindergarten students in an all day setting.
There had been a difference of opinion for several years as
to whether the half day or the all day pre-kindergarten
classes were the most beneficial in preparing students
for kindergarten; therefore, extensive research into this
matter was conducted at both university and public libraries,
along with much discussion with local education experts. A
questionnaire/opinionnaire was drawn up, along with a cover
letter, and they were submitted to several peers for raview
and suggestions before the final copies were rendered for
presentation. The document was then submitted to forty-five
faculty members at Interfaith Child Development Center. ALl
forty-five of the documents were returned.

The Forty-five questionnaire/opinionnaire results were
transcribed onto for!y—-five Scantron cards, Form No.o 882-ES.
The cards were {fed into the computer in order to render
freguency data from the discreet data, and five tables with
the recorded data resulted. The discreet data from the
guestionnaire/opinionnaire was then fed into another computer
system manually in order to generate Chi-Sguare data. This
data generated ome table of listed data amd six tables of

Chi-Zquare data.

12




CHAFTER 4

FRESENTATION AND ANALYSIS OF DATA

In presenting and analyzing the data, the results of
this study were found to be somewhat evenly divided between
the half day and all day pre-kindergarten readiness programs.
There was a small preponderance of evidence, howevetr, in
favor of the half day program over the all day program.

Table 1 on page nine of this document illustrates how evenly
divicded the results were found to be. With one hundred per
cent of the information retuwrned, it can bs seen by the
answers to gquestiomns five, eight, nine, and eleven (see
Questiornnaire in Appendix A) that opinicn was somewhat evenly
divided. Questions five and eleven favored the all day pre-
Lindergarten readiness pragram by 42% to 38%, while guestions
gight and nine favored the half day program by 627 to Ig% and
587 to 42%. These results are also illustrated by the bar
graph/Histogram, Figure 1, on page ten. It is also
interesting to note that the pre-kindergarten teachere
teaching half day classes favored the half day classes by a
greater percentage (88%-~12%, 83%-17%, 89%-11%) than did the
all day pre-kindergarten teachers favoring the all day pre-—
kindergarten classes (57%—-47%, 60Q%-40%, &57-25%). This is
illustrated in Tables 2 and 7 in Appendix B. There was also
a difference in the preference of married pre—kindergarten
teachers and single teachers. The married teachers were

divided rather evenly in their preferences, but the single

13
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Table 1

Sam Houston State University
HALF DAY VS. ALL DAY FRE-HINDERGARTEN READINESS SHILLS STUDY

Total Responding: 45 NR= No Fesponse
1 @ 3 B S
Question A R ¥ D E NR Total Aver age

1. Number: 43 0 O 0 0O ] 45 1.0
Fercent: 100% 0% 0% 0% Q%

2. Number: e 39 Z 0 Q ] 45 2.0
Fercent: % 87% 4% 0% O%

3. Number: 20 15 0 0 0 G 45 1.2
Fercent: &7% 33% O% 0% 0%

4. Number: 13 3 0 0 Q 1 G 1.7
Fercent: 30% 70% Q% Q% 0%

S. Number: i8 29 0 0O (] = 43 1.6
Fercent: 42% 8% 0% O% Q0%

&. HMNumber: =1 =4 G 0 0 0 45 1.5
Fercent: 47% 3% 0% O% Q%

T Mumber : 43 ] 0 o) () ] 45 1.0
Fercent: LOOW G 0% 0% 0%

8. Number: 26 1 0 0 o] 0] a2 1.4
Fercent: &2% =8% 0% 0% 0%

Y.  MNMumber: =6 12 . 0 i Q ) 45 1.
Fercent: =8% 42% 0% Q0% 0%

10.  Number: =7 16 O 0 0 = 43 1.4
Fercent: =ICYA 37% 0% Q% Q%

11. Number: 18 29 0 0 0 = 43 1.6
Fercent: $2% S8% Q% Q% 0%

12, Number : =7 16 (@] @] O e 43 1.4
Fercent: &3% 27% 0% 0% 0%

12.  Number: 20 o3 Q0 0 Q z 43 1.5
Fer-ent: 17% S3% 0% Q% 0%

14, Mumber s 26 7 0 0 Q = 43 1.2
Fercent: 847% 1&% 0% Q% 0%

15. Mumbev : =3 18 0 o] 0 &) 41 1.4
Fercent: SE% G A 0% Q% Q%

14
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PRE~-KINDERGARTEN READINESS SKILLS STUDY

100

90
80

70

All Day Half D. All D. Half D. All D. Half D. All D. half D.
QUESTION 5 QUESTION 8 QUESTION 9 QUESTION 11
(Teach) Ddlearn better Social Skills Better prepared

Figure 1
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teachers preferred the all day pre-kindergarten classes,
as illustrated to Tables 4 and § in Appendix BE.

Of the six Chi-Square charts acquired from
disaggregating the discreet data, two were very significant,
one was somewhat significant, and three were not significant.
Table 6 on page twelve presents all of the discreet data fed
into the computer for the Chi-Sqguare results. The results
from Tables 7 and 8, on pages thirteen and fourteen, have a
significapt probability rating of ©.00, which is very
significant. In these two tables, the length of the day is
significant to learning better and to acquiring social skills
with the evidence in favor of the half day program. In Table
9, on page fifteen, the significance level (0.28) is not as
significant, but it is enough to warrant some recognition
regarding the belief by married pre-kindergarten teachers
that the half day program prepares students better for
kindergarten. Every Chi-Sguare table favored the half day
pre—kindergarten program to some degree, and this is further

illustrated in Tables 10, 11, and 12 in Appendix B.

16




Table 6
HALF DAY VS. ALL DAY PRE-K
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Table 7

Chi-Square: 36.66 Phl: 0.95
Significance: 0.00 " Cramer's V: 0.95
Cell Count Data Flle: HALF DAY VS. ALL DAY PRE-K
Row % :
Column % 1 2 LEARN BETTER
Total % Totals
18 10 25
i 60.00 40.00
88.24 41.67
36.59 24.39 60.98
2 14 16
2 12.50 87.50
11.76 58.33
4.88 34.15 398.02
17 24 41
LENGTH DAY
Totals
41.46 58.54 100.00

18

Confingency
Coefficient:

0.69

S EET N R Ry
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Table 8

Chi-Square: 60.53 Phi: 1.17 Contingency
Signiticance: 0.00 Cramer's V: 1.17 Coefticient:
Ceil Count Data File: HALF DAY VS, ALL DAY PRE-K
Aow %
Column % 1 2 SOCIAL SKILL
Total % Totais
1§ 10 25
1 60.00 40.00
83.33 38.46
34.09 22.73 56.82
3 16 19
2 15.79 84.21
16.67 61.54
6.82 36.36 43.18
18 26 44
LENGTH DAY
Totals
40.91 59.09 100.00

0.76

14
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Table 9
Chi-Square: 5.17 Phi: 0.35 Contingency
Significance: .0.08. Cramer's V: 0.35 Cnoefficient: 0.33
Cell Count Data File: HALF DAY VS. ALL DAY PRE-K
Row %
Column % 2 1 a LEARN BETTER
Total % Totals
23 1 2 26 -
1 88.46 3.85 7.69
65.71 20.00 100.00
54.76 2.38 4.76 61.90
12 4 0 16
2 75.00 25.00 0.00
34.29 80.00 0.00
28.57 9.52 0.00 38.10
35 5 2 42
MARITAL-ST
Totals
83.33 11.90 4.76 100.00




1\.6

CHAFTER S
SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS

This study has been an interesting one to conduct, and
the results have been a bit surprising. Since all of the
participants returned their information, it has been of
particular importance. The participants were representative
of only one pre-school, but generalizing the information back
to & larger population will probably prove to be an accurate
procedure. 0Only pre—kindergarten teachers participated in
the information—-getting, but most of them seemad to prefer
the half day pre—kindergarten readiness program as opposed to
the all day program, whether they taught in that area or not.
This included their feelings regarding the acquisition of
learning skills, readiness skills, and social skills.

In conclusion, the null hypothesis of there being no
significant difference in the readiness =kills of half day
and all day pre~kindergarien students is probabkly incorrect.

The results of this study do prove that neither program is

-better than the other, and the half day program is probably

better for the four and five year old child, if there is a

choice in the matter. Most readiness skills and social

skille are learned in the morning when a child is rested.
The basic recommendation to be made from this study

is to do more studies, especially since children in this age

range will find themselves in a day care or pfe—kindergarten

nrogram of some sort more often tham not in the future due to
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both parents working or to being in & single parent
household. It has become increasingly evidant that the
@2arly childhood foundation which a child gets will defermine
that child’s success in life, and this foundation is now
often left to adults other than the child’s parents. Further
studies might also be conducted on the three day a week vs.
the five day a week pre-kindergarten readiness program,
although pre-kindergarten and day care will probably become

increasingly synonymous and increasingly important.

Py

. .
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APPENDIX A

Cover Letter

Questionnaire/Opinionnaire, et, al.

24
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March &, 1993

Dear Farticipant,

The Ffollowing questionnaire/opinionnaire iz being

done s partial fulFillment of o graduate course plrodast

regquirenant for s bhesiz stady in Educational Mesearch at

Sam HMowston State University. The answers you give will

he anonymous, so please 4o not sign yvour nams to the FOrms

Your answers will greatly benefit the research study. which
!

concerns pre-kinderosrion readiness programs.  The resesrach

findings should be very intsresting ond will be atilliced as

grouped data. Thess findings can be made avallable Lo you

it oyow a9 desire afber March 15th. Please contact me 10 you

woula like to Erow mors.

Thank you for yvour poacticipetion. Flease return the

completed form to me persomnally in Room A-14 or put it in

my box in the office by Friday, March 10th.

Sinceraly,

65;2?' ijx2m25u

ay Wheelar

O

ERIC 25
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QUESTIONNATRE /OF INTONNATRE

Directions: Flease select the answer you fesl is most

appropriate and mark it with an '"w'.

Lo Are you? 1. Female 2. Male
2. Martial Status? 1.8ingle___ Z.Married T Dther -

el N/ oom e e

T {marrs of teaching experiesnce?  1.Five or more yHars,

2oless than 9 oyears .
Ao marrs wb prowent ponlbion? LFive or marea yaaama

T.less than 9 years .
e D0 vou beaoh? 1. Hald day 2. Al day

O FEnrollognt in yows class? 1. Fifteen or motre _

1
2. Lese than 195

—y
1

vour administrator? 1. Female 2. Male

8. Do you Feel childrern lsarn better by attending clase?
1w Hald day __ T ALYl day

7. Do oyvaw Feel children attain betber social skills by
attending sochaol? LeoHald oday 2. A1 day

SNSRI

10 Do you Feel pre-kincdergarten ctudents acguire betbor
readinese wkhills by abttending class?
1

Haldoday 2. A1l day

11+ Do vou Ffeel that pre-kindergarten students who athtend
school all day are better prepared for kindergarten?
1. Yes | 2. No

~

12. Do you Feel that first grade teachers can tell a
difference betwsoen students who have atterndsd pre--
bimdergarrten classes half a day and all day?

1o ¥Yes 24 Ne

1%+ Are you satisfied with the cuwrrent progress ceport form

for parents?

1. Yes 2. MNo

14. Do yvuu Feel bhat parents support the Fre-kindergarten
FEadiness programn?

1. Yes 2. No

-‘l‘:

15, Do vou Fee

/

1 that parents still think of readine
Q programs as child care?

[]{U:( 1. Yes _ 2. No

s
or
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Table 2

Sam Houston State University
SURVEY OF PRE-K HALF DAY TEACHERS

Total Responding: 18 NF=Na Fesponse
1 2 3 4 S
Cuestion A E [ D E NFR Taotal Average

1. Number: 18 0 Q 0 0 0 18 1.0
Fercent: 100%° 0% 0% 0% 0%

Z. Number: = 1€ 0 0 o) 0 18 1.9
Percent: 11% 83% Q% 0% 0%

3. Number: 8 10 0 } 0 0 18 1.6
Fercent: 4.4 SE% 0% 0% Q%

4, Number : 0 17 o] O o] 1 17 2.0
Fercent: 0% 100% Q% Q% 0%

S. Number : 18 O 0 0 ] 0 18 1.0
FPercent: 100% Y% (R4 Q% Q%

&. Number: & 1z 0 0 G 0 is 1.7
Fercent: 33% &7 0% Q% 0%

7 Mumber : 18 (] 0 O Q 0 18 1.0
Fercent: 100% 0% 0% Q% ()4

8. Number : 15 z 0 ] 0 1 17 1.1
Fercent: 88% 12% 0% 0% Q%

J. Number: 15 3 0 G 0 Q 18 1.2
Fercent: 83% 17% 0% 0% 0%

14, Number s 1& o O O ] 0 18 1.1
Fercent: 33% 113 0% 0% Q%

11. Number: 2 16 0 O ] ] 18 1.9
Fercent: 11% 89% 0% 0% O%

12, Number: 8 10 0 @] o] 0 18 1.6
Fercent: 447 SE% 0% G% 0%

13. Number: 12 & (8] 0 (W O 18 1.3
Fercent: &7% 3% Q% O% Q%

14, Number: 18 O O »] 0 o] 18 1.0
Fercent: 100% Q% 0% (B4 Q0%

15. Number : a3 g8 G 0 (6] = 16 1.9
Fercent: S0% S0% Q% 0% A




Table 3 21

Sam Houston State University
SURVEY OF ALL DAY PRE~-K TEACHERS

Total Responding: 25 NF=Nz Fesponse L. e,

_—==_—_=——._—_.—_...__.——.—....___.—___.___.__._._.—____._............_.—-—.—.—_-__....._._.______.____._.__.—_.._.._.._—__.—._.—_...__
S T N I N I S NN R N N N N R N R s N e s R e s = -

2 S
Question A B C D E NF Total Aver age

1. Number: 25 0 o} 0 O O =25 1.0
Fercent: 1 00% - Q% Q% Q% Q0%

2. Number: 2 21 2 9 0 0 29 2.0
Fercent: 8% 34% 8% 0% 0%

3. Number: 20 S ¢ 0O Q O 29 1.2
Fercent: 307% 20% 0% 0% 0%

<. Number: 13 1z O 0 0 Q =5 1.5
Fercent: 52% 48% Q% Q% 0%

5. Mumber: 0 =29 Q ] 8] 0 =25 e 0
Fercent. Q% 100% Q% 0% v

&. HNumber: 13 2 0 G 0 0 29 1.5
Fercent: Sz% 48% 0% oY% Q%

T Number: =5 0 0 0 o ] =9 1.0
Fer:zent: 100% Q% 0% 0% Q0%

8. HMNumber: 10 13 0 0 0 gl =3 1.6
Fercent: 13% S7% Q% 0% 0%

J. Number: 10 15 Q 0 Q 0 =3 1.6
Ferc-ent: 40% 60% 0% Q% Q%

10. Number: 10 13 8] Q Q b 22 1.6
Fercent: S 37% S7% 0% 0% 0%

11. Number: 15 8 (@] 0 O bl 23 1.3
Fercent: 65% 35% )4 Q% Q%

2. Number: i8 ] 0 ] O = Z3 1.2
Fercants 73% 2% 0% Q% 0%

12. HMNHumber: & .7 0 Q 0 z 23 1.7
Fercent: 26% 74% Q% Q% Q%

14, HMMumber: 16 7 O O 0 b =23 1.3
Fercent: TO% 30% 0% 0% Q%

15. Number: 14 = O 0 0 o =23 1.4
Fercent: 61% 3% 0% 0% Q%

<9




Table 4
22
Sam Houston State University
SURVEY OF SINGLE FPRE--K TEACHERS
Total Fesponding: 4 NR=No Response
i = 3 4 S
Questicn A B I D E NR Total Average

i. Number: 4 0 O 0 0 ] < i.0
Fercent: 100% Q% Q% Q% Q%

Z. Number: 4 v} O 0 0 0 < 1.0
Fercent: 100% 0% Q% Q% 0%

3. NMumber = 2 O 8] 0 8] 4 1.9
Fercent: S0% S0O% 0% 0% 0%

4. Number : = 2 0O O Q 0 4 1.5
Fercent: S0% S0% 0% Q% 0%

S. Number: 2 ey 0 0 o] 0 < 1.5
Fercent: 0% S0% 0% Q% Q%

. Number: = 2 0 0 ) 0 4 1.9
Fercent: S0% SO% 0% 0% Q%

7 Humber : 4 0 0 T 0 0 4 1.0
Fercent: 1007 Q% 0% Q% 0%

2. Number O 4 G 0 D O 4 2.0
Fercent: 0% 1007% Q% 0% Q%

3. Mumber : Q 4 o] 0 O Q 4 2.0
Farcent: 0% 100% 0% 0% Q%

10, Number: O 4 0 Q 0 0 4 2.0
Fercent: 0% 100% 0% 0% 0%

i1. Number: 2 2 ] Q 0 0 <4 1.9
Fercent: S07% SO% 0% 0% 0%

12. Number: = ey O o] 0 0 3 1.9
Fercent: oD% SRNA 0% Q0% A

12, Humber: = = 0 0 0 Q 4 1.9
Fercent: SO% SO% 0% 0% 0%

14, Mumber : = 2 0 O G G 4 1.5
Fercent: S0% S0% Q% Q% 0%

15, Mumber : 4 ] O O 0 0 4 1.0
Fercent: 100% 0% 0% 0% 0%




Total Responding:

GQuestion
1. Number :
Fercent:
2. Nu nber:
Fercent:
3. Number :
Fercent:
3. Numbker:
Fercent:
T Number:
Fercent:
& Number 2
Fercent:
Number:
Fercent:
8. Humber s
Fercent:
. Number :
Fercent:
10. Number:
Percent:
11. Nuwmnber :
Fercent:
12. Number:
Fercent:
13. Number:
Fercent:
14, Number :
Fercent:
13, Number:
Fercent:

AR A R A 2. B A S T . o -

Table 5

Sam Houston State University
SURVEY OF MARRIED PRE-K TEACHERS

23 NR=No FEesponse
1 el 3 4 S
A B (I D E NER
.29 . 0 0 0 0 0
+ 100% Q% 0% Q% Q%
0 o9 G 18] 0 Q
0% 1007% 0% 0% Q%
26 13 O O Q Q
&7% 23% Q% Q% 0%
| 29 8 W 8 1
24% 7&% 0% 0% Q0%
16 21 Q %) O bl
43% 7% Q% Q% 0%
i7 o2 0 ] 0 0
4% Se% Q% 0% 0%
39 0 () 0 0 0
100% O% Q% Q% Q%
24 12 0 O 0 e
&£7% 33% Q% 0% Q%
=4 15 O 0 0 Q
&2% 28% 0% Q% Q%
28 132 0 0O 0 b
&8% 2% 0% Q% Q%
1& 21 0 0 Q P
$3% a7% Q% 0% Q%
29 12 ] Qo 8 pel
&8% I2% 0% Q% 0%
18 21 0 O O O
4&% o4 0% Q% 0%
32 b ) 0 (8] o
sev% 14% 0% Q% Q%

19 1€ 0 0 0 4
4% 46% 0% Q% 0%

31
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Table 10
Chi-Square: 4.50 Phi: 0.32 Contingency
Significance: 0.11 Cramer's V: 0.32 Coetticlent: 0.30
Cell Count | Data File: HALF DAY VS. ALL DAY PRE-K
Row %
Column % 2 1 3 SOCIAL SKILL
Total % Totals
23 1 2 26
1 88.46 3.85 7.69
60.53 20.00 100.00
51.11 2.22 4.44 57.78
15 4 0 19
2 78.95 21.05 0.00
39.47 80.00 0.00
33.33 8.89 0.00 42.22
’ 38 5 2 45
MARITAL ST
Totals
84.44 11.11 4.44 100.00

32
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Table 11
25

Chl-Square: 2.09 Phi: 0.22 Contingency
Significance: «0.35* Cramer's V: 0.22 Coefficient: 0.22
Cell Count Data File: HALF DAY VS, ALL DAY PRE-K
Row %
Column % 2 1 a «PREPARED.
Total % Totals
20 2 2 24
2 83.33 8.33 8.33
§5.56 40.00 160.00
46.51 4.65 4.65 55.81
16 3 0 19
1 84.21 15.79 0.00
44 .44 60.00 0.00
37.21 6.98 0.00 44.19
36 5 2 43
MARITAL ST
Totals
83.72 11.63 4.65 100.00

33




Table 12

Chl-Square: -2G4.12 Phi: -NAN(001).00 Contingency
Significance: .00 Cramer's V: -NAN(001).00 Coefficlent: 1.12
Cell Count Data File: HALF DAY VS. ALL DAY PRE-K
Row %
Column % 1 5 ‘PREPARED *
Total % Totals
15 8 23
2 65.22 34.78
83.33 33.33
35.71 19.05 54.76
3 16 19
1 15.79 84.21
16.67 66.67
7.14 38.10 45.24
i8 24 42
LENGTH DAY
Totals
42.86 57.14 100.00
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APPENDIX C

Progress Report
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